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VERIFICATION OF MESSAGE SEQUENCE 
CHARTS 

FIELD OF THE INVENTION 

The invention relates generally to analyzing message 
sequence charts (MSCs) and more particularly to model 
checking systems modeled With high level MSCs. 

BACKGROUND 

Message Sequence Charts (MSCs) are commonly used to 
describe the executions of communication systems. An MSC 
describes messages passed betWeen the participating con 
current processes in the system, abstracting aWay details 
such as program variables and their values. Different system 
executions or scenarios can be described using MSCs, 
providing a representation of different system features. 
Grouping together different scenarios is facilitated using 
high-level or hierarchical MSCs (HMSCs). These are graphs 
that include nodes and edges connecting the nodes, Where 
each of the nodes references a single MSC. The graph 
structure alloWs for combining together scenarios and for 
describing execution alternatives according to the branches 
of the graph. This simple standard is particularly useful for 
specifying communication protocols. 

Because HMSCs do not impose constraints on the number 
of sent but unreceived messages, HMSCs can describe 
in?nite state spaces. For example, an HMSC can describe a 
system Where a process can send in?nite messages Without 
receiving a message from any process in the system. The 
lack of constraints on sent but received message complicates 
the automatic veri?cation of MSCs. Standard model check 
ing methods, usually applied to ?nite state systems, cannot 
automatically verify an HMSC. For example, checking 
linear temporal logic (LTL) properties of HMSCs is unde 
cidable. This result is discussed in R. Alur, M. Yannakakis, 
“Model Checking of Message Sequence Charts,” 
CONCUR’99, Concurrency Theory, LNCS 1664, 
Eindhoven, The Netherlands, 1999. 

Checking LTL properties of HMSCs is based on the 
lineariZations of the HMSCs. LineariZing an HMSC means 
completing the partial order betWeen the events imposed by 
the HMSC’s scenarios into total orders. In this approach, all 
the lineariZations of an MSC execution satisfy the given LTL 
speci?cation. Adding a bound on the number of messages in 
any communication channel permits translating HMSCs to 
?nite state models that are exponentially larger than the 
original HMSC description. Standard model checking 
methods, like checking LTL properties, can then be applied 
to the ?nite state model. Besides the complexity problem, 
Which can make this approach impractical to implement, 
When checking LTL properties, different lineariZations of the 
same MSC execution may not agree on the satisfaction of a 
given LTL speci?cation. 

Another knoWn veri?cation method for HMSCs is based 
directly on the partial order semantics of HMSCs. Veri?ca 
tion according to this method requires specifying properties 
of HMSCs using HMSCs. Intersecting tWo HMSCs is analo 
gous to checking the intersection of a system automaton and 
a speci?cation automaton in the automata-theorectic 
approach to model checking. Automata-theoretic model 
checking is discussed in M. Y. Vardi, P. Wolper, “An 
Automata-theoretic Approach To Program Veri?cation,” 
Proc. 1stAnnual Symposium on Logic in Computer Science 
IEEE, 1986. In this method, the speci?cation automaton 
speci?es the disalloWed executions. This is done to avoid the 
process of complementation. Unfortunately, the problem of 
checking HMSC intersections in this method is also unde 
cidable. 
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2 
Model checking of HMSCs is also discussed in A. 

Muscholl, D. Peled, Z. Su, “Deciding Properties for Mes 
sage Sequence Charts,” FoSSaCS, Foundations of Software 
Science and Computation Structures, Lisbon, Portugal, 
LNCS 1378, 226—423. In the approach to HMSC model 
checking described therein, the HMSC specifying disal 
loWed executions is given a relaxed interpretation: the 
HMSC speci?es the essential ordering betWeen some events; 
hoWever, it alloWs more events and additional ordering to be 
included in each execution. In essence, this frameWork 
amounts to pattern matching betWeen tWo HMSCs. 

SUMMARY 

In the method according to the principles of the invention, 
a temporal logic is used to check a property of a system 
modeled With a causal (partial order) structure, such as a 
hierarchical message sequence chart (HMSC). The logic is 
interpreted over the causal structures. One such logic is a 
subset of “temporal logic causality” (TLC) and is used to 
de?ne a speci?cation for the property of interest. This subset 
of TLC (hereafter “TLC_”) provides a logic for expressing 
speci?cations that can be automatically translated into a 
speci?cation automaton. In the method according to the 
principles of the invention, an implementation automaton is 
constructed from the causal structure. Property checking 
then proceeds by checking an intersection of the speci?ca 
tion automaton and the implementation automaton for emp 
tiness. 

The property checking method according to the principles 
of the invention can be implemented in a general purpose 
computer. A memory stores TLC“ speci?cations, HMSCs, 
and instructions Which, When executed by the computer 
processor, causes the processor to carry out the method of 
the invention. In one aspect, the temporal logic speci?ca 
tions are expressed in PROMELA (PROcess MEta 
LAnguage) code, Which is the input language for the SPIN 
model checking system. When expressed as PROMELA 
code, the SPIN system causes the computer to use the 
speci?cation in the model checking method according to the 
principles of the invention. 

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE DRAWINGS 

A more complete understanding of the invention may be 
obtained from consideration of the folloWing description in 
conjunction With the draWings in Which: 

FIG. 1 shoWs an exemplary message sequence chart 

(MSC); 
FIG. 2 is the partial order representation of the MSC of 

FIG. 1; 
FIG. 3 shoWs an exemplary high-level message sequence 

chart graph; 
FIG. 4 shoWs an implementation automaton according to 

the principles of the invention; 
FIG. 5 is a How chart depicting a high level description of 

the method of the invention; and 
FIG. 6 shoWs an exemplary apparatus for carrying out the 

method of the invention. 

DETAILED DESCRIPTION 

Model checking of hierarchical message sequence charts 
(HMSCs) using temporal logic causality speci?cations is 
described herein. Referring to FIG. 5, a high-level ?oW 
diagram 500 is shoWn to illustrate the method according to 
the principles of the invention. The described method 
derives in part from properties of HMSC expressions and 
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from the automata-theoretic approach to model-checking. In 
a process step 502, a HMSC is received for property 
checking. A subset of temporal logic causality is de?ned, as 
at 504, for expressing speci?cations that can be automati 
cally translated to a speci?cation automaton, as at 506 and 
508. An implementation automaton is constructed from the 
HMSC, as at 510, and the intersection of the speci?cation 
automaton and implementation automaton is checked for 
emptiness, as at 512. The folloWing description sets forth the 
methods and data structures, including formal expressions 
therefor, used in the property checking method illustrated in 
FIG. 5. 
A. Message Sequence Charts 
A message sequence chart (MSC) describes a scenario 

Where processes communicate With each other. A scenario 
includes a description of the messages sent, the messages 
received and local events, as Well as the ordering betWeen 
them. Graphically, a vertical line represents each process, 
While a horiZontal or slanted line represents a message from 
the sending process to the receiving process. FIG. 1 shoWs 
an exemplary MSC. The MSC includes three processes, P1, 
P2 and P3, described graphically as boxes (102, 104 and 
106, respectively) and process lines (108, 110 and 112) from 
top to bottom. The three processes exchange six messages, 
M1 to M6, shoWn as arroWs (114, 116, 118, 120, 122, 124 
and 126). The arroWs shoW the direction of the message. 
When a process sends a message a send event occurs, and 
When a process receives a message a receive event occurs. 

For purposes of this description, an MSC can be assigned 
a semantic interpretation as a partially ordered set of events. 
An MSC M is a sixtuple <V <, L, T, m, P> Where V is a set 
of events, <Q V x V, P is a set of processes, L : VQP is a 
mapping that associates each event With a process, and 
T:V—>{s, r, l} is a mapping that describes the type of each 
event (send, receive or local). mCV x V de?nes a relation 
betWeen send and receive events. For any MSC, if (e,f)em 
then T(e)=s and T(f)=r. In this case, e and f are a matching 
pair. 

The order relation < is called the visual ordering of events, 
and it is obtained from a syntactical representation of the 
chart (for example, represented according to the standard 
syntax ITU-Z.120). Assuming ?rst in-?rst-out message 
passing for tWo events e and f, e<f if one of the folloWing 
holds: 

e and f are the send and receive events of the same 
message (e and f are called a message pair); or 

e and f belong to the same process P, With e appearing 
before f on the process line (this imposes a total order 
among all events of P, for every process PeP). 

For this formal de?nition, e—>f describes the situation Where 
e<f and either e and f are the send and receive of the same 
message, or there is no event betWeen e and f on some 

process line (e immediately precedes Stated formally, 
immediately precedes means, if v—>W, then there is no u 
such that v<u<W. 

The partial order betWeen the send and receive events of 
FIG. 1 is shoWn in the graph 200 of FIG. 2. Only the 
“immediately precedes” order is shoWn in the graph 200. 
The MSC in FIG. 1 describes an interaction betWeen three 
processes, P1, P2 and P3. In the illustrated partial order of 
FIG. 2, process P1 sends the message M1 to P2. After 
receiving that message, process P2 sends tWo messages, M2 
and M3, to P3. After receiving M3, process P3 sends the 
message M4 back to P2 and later also sends the message M6 
to P1. Process P2, after receiving M4, sends M5 to P1. The 
message M5 is received by process P1 before the message 
M6. The send events of the tWo messages, M5 and M6, are 
unordered. 
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Multiple MSCs over the same set of processes can be 

joined, or concatenated, to form a single extended MSC. 
Concatenation permits description of MSC scenarios from 
an HMSC. For example, the concatenation of the MSCs 
referenced by the nodes in a path through the graph can 
describe a single scenario in the system. The concatenation 
of tWo MSCs can be expressed from the de?nition of an 
MSC. Given MSCs M1=<V1, <1 L1, T1, m1, P> and 
M2=<V2, <2, L2, T2, m2, P> over the same set of processes 
P, and given disjoint sets of events V1OV2=®, the 
concatenation, M1M2, is <V1UV2, <, L1UL2, T1UT2, 
m1Um2, P>, Where <=<1U<2U{(p, q)|L(p)=L(q)/\peV1/\q 
6V2}. According to this expression, the events of M1 precede 
the events of M2 for each process, respectively. 

Since a complex system like a communications system 
includes many different scenarios, the multiple MSCs 
describing the system are joined in a high level description 
(HMSC). This description consists of a graph having nodes 
and edges, Where each node contains one MSC. An exem 
plary graph 300 according to the principles of the invention 
is shoWn in FIG. 3. The graph includes four nodes (302, 304, 
306 and 308). Each node references an MSC. ArroWs, also 
called edges, (310, 312, 314 and 316) connect the nodes. The 
illustrated system includes three processes, p1, p2 and p3. In 
the designated initial state 302, p1 sends a CONNECT 
message to p2, Where it is received. p2 can send one of tWo 
messages to p1: APPROVE or FAIL. In the scenario Where 
p2 sends an APPROVE message to p1, no other events take 
place. Where p2 sends a FAIL message to p1, one of tWo 
scenarios can take place. In one scenario, p2 also sends a 
REPORT message to p3. Control returns to p1, Which sends 
a REQiSERVICE message to p3. In the other scenario, the 
system returns to the initial state and p1 sends a CONNECT 
message to p2. Such scenarios can be used to denote the 
communication structure of typical or exceptional execu 
tions of a system, or a counterexample found during testing 
or model checking. 

In this description, an HMSC N, such as the HMSC 300 
of FIG. 3, is a triple (M, '5, M0), Where M is a set of MSCs, 
all With the same set of processes, and With sets of events 
disjoint from one another. '5 C M><M is the edge relation and 
the initial MSC is MoeM. An execution of N is a path 
§=M0M1M2M3 . . . of N that starts With the initial MSC M0 
and either ends With a state Without outgoing edges, or is 
in?nite. To de?ne an extended MSC for a given scenario, the 
simple MSCs referenced by the nodes in the scenario are 
concatenated according to the principles of the invention. 
B. The Logic TLC 
The temporal logic TLC“ de?ned here is a subset of the 

logic TLC described in R. Alur, D. Peled, W. PencZek, 
“Model-Checking of Causality Properties,” LICS’95, 10th 
Symposium on Logic in Computer Science, IEEE, 1995, 
90—100. The logic TLC, and its subset TLC“, are interpreted 
over the partial order structure of the HMSCs, and, 
therefore, do not distinguish betWeen the different lineariZa 
tions of each partial order execution. Since TLC“ can be 
interpreted over lineariZations of the partial order, a single 
lineariZation suf?ces for each execution. This amounts to 
partial order reduction. 

Expressed formally, a model of the logic TLC“ is a partial 
order ‘Q=(V, <,—>), Where < C V><V is a partial order relation, 
and a<I< is the “immediately precedes” relation. In this 

embodiment, the set of formulas A of TLC“ over a set of 
atomic propositions AP is set forth beloW: 

true, false 61 
If peAP, then p61 
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An interpretation function I: V|—>2“"P assigns to each 
event of V a set of propositions from AP. Each proposition 
in AP represents some property (e.g., the event, or the local 
state before or after the event). I(\/) returns the set of atomic 
propositions that hold for v. 

In the logic according to the principles of the invention, 
the semantics are de?ned as folloWs: 

(Q, U)|=E|oq) if for some W such that \IQW, it holds 

Some modalities in the logic are de?ned in terms of 
modalities that Were given a semantic interpretation, 
although the modalities have no semantic interpretation of 
their oWn: 

vrv 

4W HIE-(WHIP) 

As is knoWn, TLC contains a universal until operator U 
and an existential release operator R. For TLC‘, the until 
operator, U, is existential and its dual release, R, is universal. 
The modalities U and R satisfy the folloWing equations: 

TWo additional modalities, O and III, are de?ned in terms 
of the above: 

<> (pEtrueUq), and 

In the method of the invention, the above TLC- logic is 
used to Write speci?cations for checking HMSCs. An HMSC 
satis?es a TLC- speci?cation When each execution satis?es 
the speci?cation. Some exemplary speci?cations can be 
Written as folloWs: 

|:|(reqa <> ack) Every request is causally folloWed by an 
acknoWledgment. 

|:|(recAQE|osendB) Immediately after receiving a mes 
sage A, a message B is sent. 

—. <> (tranAA <> (tranBA <> tranA)) Transaction B cannot 
interfere With the events of transaction A. 

|:|(beginAQE|o(tranAU ?nishA)) The execution of trans 
action A is not interrupted by any other event. As 
should be apparent, other speci?cations can be Written 
in the TLC- logic described above. 

In the method of the invention, the TLC“ formulas or 
speci?cations are interpreted over MSC lineariZations. Each 
lineariZation is the completion of an MSC execution into a 
total order. All the lineariZations of a single MSC execution 
must agree With their origin MSC upon the interpretation of 
each TLC“ formula. Similar to partial order reduction 
methods, it is suf?cient to analyZe a subset of the executions 
that are generated due to the different interleavings of the 
events. For HMSCs, it is suf?cient to analyZe one linear 
iZation per MSC. Interpreting TLC“ formulas over linear 
iZations of MSCs simpli?es model checking, and permits the 
reuse of code that Was Written for verifying concurrent 
protocols. 

For the lineariZation of the execution shoWn in FIG. 1, 
each event is denoted as a pair, Which includes the type of 
event (send or receive) and the corresponding process: 
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6 
(S> P1) (L P2) (S> P2) (L P3) (S> P3) (L P2) 
(S> P3) (L P2) (S> P2) (L P1) (S> P3) (L P1) 

For the above lineariZation, the immediate successor of an 
event in a lineariZation is not necessarily also a successor 
under the original partial order. For example, the second (r, 
P2) event is immediately folloWed in the lineariZation by (s, 
P3) but not in the partial order. Thus, if \IQW, then v Will 
appear before (but not necessarily immediately before) W on 
any lineariZation. The interpretation of a TLC“ formula 4) 
over a lineariZation Q of a partial order Q=(V, <, —>) folloWs 
the interpretation of q) in Q. That is, (Q, i)|=q) if for the ith event 
v of Q, (Q, v)|=q) (according to the above partial order 
semantics). 

In the method according to the principles of the invention, 
TLC“ formulas are translated into automata. To facilitate the 
translation of TLC“ formulas into automata over sequences, 
the syntax of TLC- is extended With three additional types 
of formulas: 

<P>q), Where P is a process, and q) is a TLC“ formula. (Q, 

i)|=<P> 4) holds When (Q,j)|=q) for somej ii, and for each 
k such that j>k§i, the kth event does not belong to 
process P. The formula <P>¢ means “the next P event 
satis?es (1).” 

{MATCH}¢, Where 4) is a TLC- formula. 
(Q,i)|={MATCH}q) holds When (Q, j)|= for some j>i, 
Where the jth event of Q is the matching receive for the 
ith event, Which is a send. 

NEVER P, Where P is a process. (Q,j)|= NEVER P holds 
When for each jii, the jth event of Q does not belong 
to P. Thus, NEVER P means that no event of P appears 
later in the lineariZation. 

For each property (I) there is some initiating process Q (a 
process having the ?rst event from which 4) is interpreted). 
The ?rst event of Q is not a receive event. 
C. Automata-theoretic Model Checking of MSCs 

In the automata-theoretic approach to model checking, a 
generaliZed Biiichi automaton is a quintuple (S, SO, 2, 6, E), 
where S is a ?nite set of states, SO 3 S are the initial states, 
2 is the ?nite alphabet, 65S><Z><S is the transition relation, 
and F525 are the accepting sets. A run Q over a Word 
ala2 . . . E2107 is an in?nite sequence of states s1s2s3 . . . , 

With sOEZSO, such that for each i>0, (si, ai, si+1)e6. A run is 
accepting if one state of F occurs in Q in?nitely many times. 
AWord is accepted by a generaliZed Biiichi automaton When 
there exists a run accepting it. The language La(A) of a B 
iiichi automaton A is the set of Words that it accepts. More 
genarally, the language of an automaton X is expressed 
La(X). 
A speci?cation automaton A=(SA, SOA, 2, FF“) is a 

generaliZed Biiichi automaton that represents the disalloWed 
executions. Thus, if 11 is some temporal speci?cation of an 
HMSC system, then the corresponding speci?cation 
automaton accepts exactly the sequences that do not satisfy 
11. An implementation automaton B=(SB, SOB, 2, 65, SE) is 
a restricted version of a generaliZed Biiichi automaton. It has 
only one accepting set, Which includes all the states SB. 
Thus, the accepting runs of B are the in?nite paths that start 
from an initial state in SOB. An implementation automaton 
represents the modeled system. The degenerated version of 
the generaliZed Biiichi acceptance condition is replaced With 
the more general version When fairness conditions are added 
to the description of the system. 
The intersection (or product) of an implementation 

automaton and a speci?cation automaton, expressed as B><A, 
is (SBXSA, SOBXSOA, Z, 6‘, SB><F‘), Where 
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Thus, the intersection contains states that are pairs of states 
of the individual automata. The transition relation relates 
such pairs following the tWo transition relations. The accept 
ing states are pairs Whose second component is an accepting 
state of A. The intersection is the language of the product of 
B and A: 

The intersection of a speci?cation automaton and an 
implementation automaton gives all the executions of the 
implementation that are not alloWed by the speci?cation. 
The intersection is empty if the implementation does not 
satisfy the speci?cation. Furthermore, any sequence in the 
intersection can be used as a counterexample. Checking the 
emptiness of a generaliZed Biiichi automaton can be done by 
applying the depth ?rst search algorithm to ?nd reachable 
maximal strongly connected components of the automaton 
graph. If there exists such a component that includes at least 
one state from each accepting subset feF‘, then the automa 
ton is not empty. 
D. Model Checking of HMSCs Using TLC“ 
Model checking HMSCs according to the principles of the 

invention uses TLC“ as a speci?c instance of a speci?cation 
formalism. TLC- alloWs an ef?cient translation from TLC 
into automata. An on-the-?y LTL translation method is 
discussed in R. Gerth, D. Peled, M. Y. Vardi, P. Wolper, 
“Simple on-the-?y automatic veri?cation of linear temporal 
logic,” Protocol Speci?cation Testing and Veri?cation, 3—18, 
WarsaW, Poland, 1995, Chapman & Hall. In the method of 
the invention, a TLC- formula 11, is translated into a corre 
sponding Biiichi automaton A, Which accepts the lineariZa 
tions that satisfy 11. This is a Biiichi automaton over linear 
iZations of MSC executions, represented by sequences of 
events that contain forWard edges. The forWard edges intro 
duce another constraint on acceptance. The model checking 
method is appropriate for systems With ?rst-in-?rst-out, 
asynchronous message passing. There is no ?xed depen 
dence relation betWeen the different events according to the 
process to Which they belong. 

1. Constructing the Speci?cation Automaton A 
In an exemplary method according to the principles of the 

invention, TLC“ formulas and subformulas are represented 
in negation normal form to facilitate translation to a speci 
?cation automaton. In this form, the negation operator is 
applied to atomic propositions. Each TLC“ formula can be 
converted into an equivalent formula in normal form by 
repeated use of the DeMorgan laWs and the dualities 
betWeen U and R previously presented. For example, this 
method yields the folloWing transformations: 

Due to the existence of forWard edges in the 
lineariZations, the automata have tWo transition relations. 
Each automaton has the form (S, SO, 2, L, 6, C, F), Where the 
additional component C is a relation betWeen pairs of nodes. 
Thus, the intersection of a speci?cation automaton (SA, SOA, 
EA, LA, 6A, CA, FA) With an implementation automaton (SB, 
SOB, EB, LB, 65, CE, EB) has an additional component C‘, 
Which is CAQCBQ(S‘><S‘). 

In the construction of the speci?cation automaton, each 
node in S contains a safety component and a liveness 
component. The safety component is responsible for guar 
anteeing the consistency betWeen each node and its succes 
sors. The safety component contains certain structures: 

One of the event-type propositions: send, receive or local, 
for the type of the current event. In addition, it may 
include the proposition start. 
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A maximal noncontradicting subset of the subformulas of 

the checked property and their negations (in negation 
normal form). That is, for each subformula 4), each node 
Will contain either 4) or —|q), but not both. 

If the node does not contain NEVER P, then it contains a 
maximal noncontradicting subset of the formulas of the 
form <P>q), Where P is a process and q) is a subformula 
of the checked property. If a node contains NEVER P, 
it cannot contain formulas of this type. 

If the node is a send event, then it contains a maximal 
noncontradicting subset of the formulas of the form 
{MATCH}(|) Where 4) is a subformula of the checked 
property. OtherWise, it cannot contain formulas of that 
type. 

Exactly one process predicate P, for one of the processes 
of the checked HMSC, except for the ?rst node, Which 
contains all the process predicates. 

If a node contains the process predicate P, then for each 
formula of type <P>¢ that it contains, it also contains 

The liveness component together With an appropriate 
acceptance condition guarantee that in every accepted run of 
the automaton, for all the nodes Where a subformula of the 
form ¢U¢ holds, 11) Will hold in the current or in a subsequent 
node. The liveness component contains a subset of the 
formulas of the form (PU q) and <P>¢U 11) described above. 
The set of directed edges betWeen pairs of nodes satisfy 

certain constraints. The constraints are described according 
to the type of subformulas that appears in the safety com 
ponent of a given node. They apply to each node that 
contains such a formula and to its immediate successor 
according to the relation 6A. When an enumerated list of 
constraints is given for a certain type of subformula, then at 
least one of them applies. In the folloWing list, the condition 
on the safety component appears in roman fonts, While the 
condition on the liveness component is given in italics. The 
process predicate in the current node is given by Q. 

304) 
1. <Q>¢ holds for each successor, or 
2. the current node has both the proposition send, and 

{MATCH}<|). 
Voq) 

1. The current node has receive or local. Each successor 
has <Q>q), or 

2. the current node has send and {MATCH}(|). Each 
successor has <Q>q), or 

3.The current node has send and {MATCH}(|). Each 
successor has NEVER Q. 

1. The current node has 11), or 
2. the current node has (I), send and {MATCH}(|)U1p,or 
3 . the current node has 4). Each successor has 

<Q>¢U1p. If the liveness component of the current 
node contains ¢U1p, then the liveness component of 
each successor must have <Q>¢U1p. 

(PRU) 
1. The current node has both 4) and 11), or 
2. the current node has 11), send and {MATCH}¢R1p, 

each successor has <Q>¢R1p, or 
3. the current node has 11), send and {MATCH}¢R1p, 

each successor has NEVER Q, or 
4. the current node had 11) and either receive or local. 

Each successor has <Q>¢R1p. 

(IMP 
1. The current node has (I), or 
2. the current node has 11). 
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W 
The current node has 4) and 1p. 

<P>¢ 
1. The current node has Q=P, and 4). If 4) is of the form 

oUlp and liveness component has <P>6U1p, then the 
liveness component of the current node must also 
have amp, or 

2. the current node has Q#P. Each successor has <P>q), 
If 4) is of the form oUlp and the liveness component 
has <P>6U1p. Then the liveness component of each 
successor node must have <P>6U1p. 

NEVER P 
The current node has Q#P. Each successor has NEVER 

P. 
start 

If the liveness component of the current node is empty, 
then the liveness component of each successor con 
sists of the formulas of the type ¢U1p and <P>¢U1p 
that are included in the safety component of the 
successor. 

The last case satis?es the situation Where all the previous 
liveness constraints Were satis?ed, and neW ones are loaded 
from the safety component. Synchronizing With nodes that 
start a lineariZation of an MSC, marked With the proposition 
start, guarantees that there are no forWard edges that propa 
gate liveness constraints ‘over’ the current node. 

The construction of the speci?cation automaton also 
makes use of forWard compatibility betWeen states. ForWard 
compatibility means that a forWard edge is permitted 
betWeen the nodes, rather than enforced. Astate s is forWard 
compatible With a state t if four conditions hold: 

1. s has a send proposition. 

2. t has a receive proposition. 

3. For each formula of type {MATCH}(|) s, the formula 4) 
is in t. 

4. If the safety component of s contains a formula of the 
form {MATCH}6U1p, then the liveness component of t 
must contain oUlp. 

The nodes of SA of the constructed speci?cation automa 
ton are de?ned by splitting the nodes de?ned above as 
folloWs: for a forWard compatible pair of nodes s and t, s is 
split into s1 and s2, such that both copies have the same 
incoming edges as the original s. CA(s,t) is set and the 
relation C‘ is rede?ned: 

{((s, s‘), (t, t‘))|(s, s‘)eS‘/\ (t, t‘)eS‘/\ (s, t)eCBQ(s‘,t‘)eCA} 
The asymmetric de?nition is due to the fact that the set SA 
is a compact representation of the actual states of the 
automaton A, as described above. 

It is also assured that formulas that need to be satis?ed 
further doWn the lineariZation Will eventually be satis?ed, 
rather than postponed forever. This is done using the Biiichi 
acceptance set: it contains all the states that include the 
empty liveness component. This guarantees that all the 
constraints that Were loaded at the previous node With start 
are satis?ed. NeW constraints are loaded at the next node. 
Unlike the LTL construction, the liveness constraints can 
change, e.g., from <P>11Up into nUp. 

2. Constructing the Implementation Automaton B 
The implementation automaton B recogniZes a single 

lineariZation for each execution of a given HMSC N=(M, '5, 
M0,). For any MSC M eM, to construct an automaton BM 
that recogniZes a single lineariZation of M, the ith node 
along the single execution of this automaton is labeled With 
the propositions of the ith event in the lineariZation. The 
lineariZation can be done using a topological sort in linear 
time in the number of events of M. The ?rst node in each 
such lineariZation is marked With start. 

10 
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10 
In one exemplary construction, denote by ?rst (BM) the 

initial state of BM and by last (BM) the ?nal state. Let 
M1,M2, . . . , Mk be the successors of M under the relation 

'5, M'cMi for léiék. To that, add the set of transitions 
(last(BM), 0t, init (BM)) for léiék. After executing BM, 
there is a nondeterministic choice to any off the initial states 
of the automata representing the successor MSCs of M. 
Label these edges With the proposition start. The implemen 
tation automaton is then linear in the siZe of the checked 
HMSC. 
An automaton for the HMSC 300 of FIG. 3 constructed 

according to the principles of the invention is shoWn in FIG. 
4. The automaton 400 includes four states (402, 404, 406 and 
408). Each state includes various nodes corresponding to the 
send and receive events in the lineariZation. ForWard edges 
are shoWn as dotted arroWs (408, 410, 412, 414 and 416). 
Nodes that are marked With an asterisk ‘*’ are labeled With 
the proposition start. 

3. Checking the Intersection of the Automata 
Checking the intersection of the speci?cation and imple 

mentation automata implements a decision procedure simi 
lar to the one for traditional Biiichi automata. To avoid 
undecidability arising from tWo successor relations, the 
folloWing restrictions apply: 
One of the relations (the forWard edges) is embedded in 

the transitive closure of the other relation (representing 
the lineariZation successors). 

There is a ?nite bound on the number of successor edges 
betWeen the source and the target of each forWard edge. 
This is due to the fact that communication is limited to 
occur Within a single HMSC node. 

There are no forWard edges (i.e., the second relation) that 
‘overtake’ the accepting states, i.e., starting before an 
accepting node and ending after it. 

Due to the forWard edges, the intersection of these tWo 
automata has an additional constraint. During a depth ?rst 
search (DFS) performed to check the emptiness of the 
intersection, When a receive node is reached, the DFS traces 
back to the corresponding send. The send already should be 
on the DFS stack. The implementation automaton B ?xes the 
distance of the send event corresponding to the current 
receive event. In the intersection DFS stack, the send node 
Will be doWn the stack the same distance from the receive 
node as it is in B. The components of the automaton Aon the 
DFS stack are checked for forWard compatibility. If there is 
no compatibility, the DFS backtracks. Due to the above 
mentioned constraints on the forWard edge relations, check 
ing for emptiness of the intersection is done by searching for 
a reachable cycle through an accepting state of the intersec 
tion. 
E. Computer Based Implementations 

FIG. 6 illustrates an exemplary embodiment of a 
computer-based system 02 for carrying out the method of the 
invention. The system 02 comprises a processing unit 07, a 
display screen terminal 08, input devices, e.g., a keyboard 
10, and storage devices, such as a hard disk 09. The 
processing unit 07 includes a processor 04 and a memory 06. 
The memory 06 includes areas for storing, among other 
things, instructions for the processor 04. A selection device 
12 is operable to select objects displayed on the display 08 
When the system 02 operates With a graphical user interface 
(GUI). The screen 08, keyboard 10 and selection device 12 
are collectively knoWn as user interface devices. The system 
02 utiliZes a computer operating system and a WindoWing 
system for providing an interface betWeen the user and the 
GUI. The operating system and the WindoWing system can 
be found resident in the memory 06. 

Processor 04 is a general-purpose processor capable of 
executing a stored program routine that implements the 
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veri?cation method described herein. Memory 06 can con 
sist of a single memory chip or multiple banks of memory, 
and the memory 06 can include Read Only Memory (ROM) 
and Random Access Memory The storage device 09 
is capable of storing and transmitting data and can consist of 
multiple storage units that are linked together. The storage 
device 09 may store, among other things, HMSC 
representations, automata representations, TLC- speci?ca 
tions and the output results produced by the method of the 
invention. The representations contain the information nec 
essary for the system 02 to display, for instance, an automa 
ton image on the system’s 02 display terminal 08. These 
representations can also be kept in memory 06 and moved to 
storage 09. Representations and output results stored in the 
storage unit 09 are transmitted to processor unit 04 through 

an I/O bus (not shoWn). 
The HMSC model checking method according to the 

principles of the invention can be implemented in the above 
apparatus 02 utiliZing the SPIN model checking system 
Which is described in G. J. HolZmann, Design and Validation 
of Computer Protocols, Prentice Hall Software Series, 1992. 
The HMSC is translated from an HMSC notation Where 
each individual MSC is described using the ITU Z.120 
standard. Code used for HMSC pattern matching, described 
in A. Muscholl, D. Peled, Z. Su, “Deciding Properties for 
Message Sequence Charts,” FoSSaCS, Foundations of Soft 
ware Science and Computation Structures, Lisbon, Portugal, 
LNCS 1378, 226—423, can be used for implementing the 
translation of the HMSCs and the lineariZations. The trans 
lation results in PROMELA code, Which is the input lan 
guage for the SPIN model checking system. For simplicity, 
the implementation assumes that no MSC in the HMSC 
graph is empty. Finite paths are completed to in?nite ones 
With a repeated occurrence of an event that does not belong 
to any process, and Where all the propositional variables are 
set to false. 

After translating an HMSC and a TLC- formula into 
PROMELA code, the SPIN model checking tool can be used 
to make the automatic veri?cation. If the HMSC does not 
satisfy the speci?cation, a counter example is found. Simu 
lating the counterexample using SPIN outputs a sequence of 
the HMSC’s nodes that participate in the counterexample. 
Then, the POGA tool can display the MSC execution on the 
display 08. The POGA tool is described in G. J. HolZmann, 
“Early Fault Detection Tools,” TACAS 1996 Tools and 
Algorithms for Construction and Analysis of Systems, LN CS 
1055, Springer, 1—13. 
As detailed above, the invention can be embodied in the 

form of methods and apparatuses for practicing those meth 
ods. The invention can also be embodied in the form of 
program code embodied in tangible media, such as ?oppy 
diskettes, CD-ROMs, hard drives, or any other machine 
readable storage medium, Wherein, When the program code 
is loaded into and executed by a machine, such as a 
computer, the machine becomes an apparatus for practicing 
the invention. The invention can also be embodied in the 
form of program code, for example, in a storage medium, 
loaded into and/or executed by a machine, or transmitted 
over some transmission medium, such as over electrical 
Wiring or cabling, through ?ber optics, or via electromag 
netic radiation, Wherein, When the program code is loaded 
into and executed by a machine, such as a computer, the 
machine becomes an apparatus for practicing the invention. 
When implemented on a general-purpose processor, the 
program code segments combine With the processor to 
provide a unique device that operates analogously to speci?c 
logic circuits. 

12 
What is claimed is: 
1. Amethod for checking a property of a system modeled 

With a hierarchical message sequence chart, comprising the 
steps of: 

5 de?ning a temporal logic causality speci?cation for the 
property; 

translating the temporal logic causality speci?cation into 
a speci?cation automaton; 

constructing an implementation automaton from the hier 
10 - 

arch1cal message sequence chart; and 
checking an intersection of the speci?cation automaton 

and the implementation automaton. 
2. The method of claim 1 Wherein the temporal logic 

causality speci?cation is a TLC- speci?cation. 
3. The method of claim 2 Wherein the translating step 

includes constructing a graph having nodes corresponding to 
states of the speci?cation automaton. 

4. The method of claim 2 Wherein TLC- is a partial order 
<Q=(V, Q, <), Wherein < C V><V is a partial order relation, and 
—> C < is the “immediately precedes” relation. 

5. The method of claim 2 Wherein the TLC“ comprises a 
plurality of modalities. 

6. An apparatus for automatic veri?cation of a system 
modeled as a hierarchical message sequence chart (HMSC), 
comprising: 

a translator for translating the HMSC to an implementa 
tion automaton and for translating a temporal logic 
speci?cation to a speci?cation automaton; and 

20 

25 

intersection checking means for checking an intersection 
of the speci?cation automaton and the implementation 
automaton. 

7. A machine-readable medium having stored thereon a 
plurality of instructions, the plurality of instructions includ 
ing instructions that, When executed by a machine, cause the 
machine to perform a property checking method of receiving 
a hierarchical message sequence chart model of a system, 
de?ning a temporal logic causality speci?cation for the 
property, translating the temporal logic causality speci?ca 
tion into a speci?cation automaton, constructing an imple 
mentation automaton from the hierarchical message 
sequence chart and checking an intersection of the speci? 
cation automaton and the implementation automaton. 

8. The machine readable medium of claim 7 Wherein the 
temporal logic causality speci?cation is a TLC- speci?ca 
tion. 

9. The machine readable medium of claim 7 Wherein 
translating includes constructing a graph having nodes cor 
responding to states of the speci?cation automaton. 

10. The machine readable medium of claim 7 Wherein 
TLC- is a partial order. 

11. The machine readable medium of claim 7 Wherein the 
TLC- includes a set of atomic formulas. 

12. The machine readable medium of claim 7 Wherein the 
TLC- comprises a plurality of semantics. 

13. A method for automatic veri?cation of a system 
modeled as a partial order structure, comprising the steps of: 

de?ning a temporal logic interpretable over the partial 
order structure; 

30 

35 

45 

specifying a property as a formula of the temporal logic; 
translating the formula to at least one speci?cation 

automaton; 
representing at least one lineariZation of the partial order 

structure as an implementation automaton; and 

60 

checking an intersection of the speci?cation automaton 
65 and the implementation automaton for emptiness. 

* * * * * 


